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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of April 8, 2003

Commissoners
present

AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioners
Howard Welinsky, ViceChair absent
GeorgeT. Caplan IrwinS.Field
Carol Chandler GuillermoRodriguez, Jr.
OdessaP. Johnson EvonneSeron Schulze
RaphR.Pesqueira Anthony M. Vitti
Rachel E. Shetka FayeWashington
OliviaK.Singh

Calltoorder

Commission Chair Arkatov called the Tuesday, April 8, 2003, California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission mesting to order at 9:40 am. at the CdliforniaState Capitol,
Room 113, Sacramento, California95814.

Call of therall

Chair Arkatov asked Leah DeY oungto cal theroll. All Commissionerswere present
except CommissionersFed, Rodriguez, Vitti, Schulze, and Washington.

Approval
of the miutes

Chair Arkatov called onthe Commission to review the minutesand asked for approval.
The Commission unanimoudly approved the minutes.

Report of the
Chair

Chair Arkatov reported that, in theinterest of time, hisreport was brief noting only that
the next Commission meeting would center on theissue of the Supreme Court caseon
theuseof “affirmativeaction” policiesand proceduresinthe universty’ sadmisson pro-
cess. Inturning the meeting over to the Executive Director, Chair Arkatov noted that
other itemsthat would have normaly beenin hisreport wereincluded in Director Moore' s
report.

Report of the
ExecutiveDirector

Director M oore reported that the Commission’ s current budget situation had not im-
provedinlight of the: (1) proposed reduction to $700,000 (from $1.9 million) for fisca
year 2002-3in Governor Davis January 10 budget, and (2) request from the Depart-
ment of Financethat all agenciesreducetheir current year (2002-03) personnel costs
by 10%.
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Director Mooreinformed the Commissionersthat, in testimony he made beforethe
Assembly Budget Committee, heinformed the Committee that the Commission could
not operate on $700,000. He offered that the Governor’ s Revised May Budget might
provide abetter outlook for the Commission.

Director Moorereported that the L egidative Profilesdetailing information relative to K-
12 and higher education in each legidative district, were being very well received, and
that, in fact, the demand for copies exceeded the Commission’ sfiscal capabilities. Di-
rector Mooreisworking with staff to determine cost-effective waysto makethe Profiles
availableto alarger number of interested parties.

With regard to future Commission meetings, Director Moore outlined the schedul e of
topicsfor the June, July, and October meetings:

June2003: Accessanddiversity, includingthebalot initiativelabeled “Racia Privacy
Act”, theimpact of Proposition 209 on diversity and accessto four-year publicinstitu-
tions, and the upcoming Supreme Court cases (Grutter vs. Bollinger and Gratz vs.
Ballinger) addressing the University of Michigan'sadmissonspalicy.

July 2003: Thetopic presented at today’ s meeting related to workforceissueswill be
continued to alow Commissionersto discusswhat, if any, recommendationsthe Com-
mission could maketo policy makerswith respect to therole of educationinworkforce

preparation.

October 2003: Institutional accountability and what the State views asthe goal s of
higher education and methodsto determineif the goa sare being met.

December 2003: The Commissionwill invite presentersto describe the needs of lead-
ersfor the K-12 segment.

Commissioners Pesqueiraand Caplan indicated theimportance of having the Cdifornia
State University and CdiforniaCommunity College systemsinvolved from the ground
level in discussion of educational leadership. Director Moore responded that heand
staff had intended to work collaboratively with the Statutory Advisory Committeeto
ensurethat the effort isinclusive and well coordinated.

Report of the  Ron Fox, chair of the Statutory Advisory Committee (SAC), informed the Commis-
Statutory Advisory  sionersthat the SAC has set up ameeting to discussthelegidative proposa sto consoli-
Committee  datethe Commission with other agenciesasproposed in Assembly Bill 655 (Liu) and
Senate Bill 6 (Alpert) and Senate Bill 542 (Murray). He noted also that Superintendent
Jack O’ Conndll haswritten aletter supporting the Commission anditsimportanceto the

state and the systems.

Other itemsreported by Mr. Fox include:

+ TheCommission' sproposa to discusstheanticipated “Racid Privecy Initiative’ has
the support of the SAC.

¢ Theresignation of Thomas Nussbaum as Chancellor of the CaliforniaCommunity
Collegesystem.
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¢ TheCadliforniaCommunity College system’ srecei pt of amultimillion dollar grant
from the Gates Foundation to improve articulation between high schools and
community collegesfor career-oriented preparation.

+ TheDepartment of Education’ swork with testing companiesto redignthe 11" grade
tes.

+ The State Board of Education’ sreceipt of areport asto whether or not there should
beadeay in administering the High School Exit Exam (HSEE). A decisononthe
matter isexpected by late May.

+ For thenew No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 continuing discuss ons between the
State Department of Education and federal authoritiesto determine how California
will meet thegod of “highly qudified teacher” by 2005in light of thelarge number of
individua steaching with provisond or emergency credentials.

+ Thedatusof thedua high school/community college admissionsimplementationis
on track.

+ Timely review of proposed new joint doctoral programs.

Commissioners Pesqueiraand Caplan rai sed the issue of the need for al high school
studentsto be prepared to enroll in college. Whilerecognizing that all studentsdo not
need afour-year degree, Mr. Fox, joined by Commissioner Johnson, expressed sup-
port for programswhich prepared studentswell enough in high school to havethe op-
tion to enter a* postsecondary” program -- vocational or degreefocus. Inaddition,
Commissioner Johnson pointed to the“ 2+2+2" model asagood example of the ben-
efitsto the State of having more studentswell rounded academically whilea so learning
aviablevocationd skill.

Chair Arkatov noted that the discussion was agood segue into the upcoming panel
presentation on workforceissues.

Patrick Callan, Center for Higher Education, introduced thetopic by describing various
research which underscoresthe need for moreindividualsto attain additional education
and/or technical skillsbeyond high school when juxtaposed with the potential earning
power of thosewho do not or only complete high school. Mr. Callan noted:

+ Unlikethe past 50 years, only asmal number of current or projected jobswill provide
an adequate standard of living to personswith only ahigh school diplomaor less.

+ Duringthelast 20 years, personswith high school diplomasor |ess have been most
responsiblefor creating the widening income gap between poor and middleand
upper class.

+ Whilewe debate the value of postsecondary education, research showsthat states
can makeadjusmentswhentheir own citizenslack theeducationd attainment deemed
necessary for business and industry: They look beyond U.S. borders for their
workforce.
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The United Statesisfifth intheworld for degree completions.

Public opinion suggeststhat afocusis changing from the piece of paper (credentia)
to assessment of acquisition of knowledgeand skills.

Whileingtitutionsare discussing how to better articul ate, sudentsarefinding waysto
accomplishthisin spiteof thelack of public policy and agreement among ingtitutions.
Itis, therefore, imperativethat ingtitutions* catch-up” with sudentsand the public-at-
large.

There are good examples among states where state policy and higher education
systemsaremoving dl sudentsinthedirection of obtainingtwoyears of “traning” in
somevocationd field.

While mesting the needs of the state’ sworkforce and providing accessto better jobs
and vocations, itisimportant that higher education not lose sight of the greater good
serveto society when dl of itscitizenshave accessto and expanded opportunitiesin
our systems of higher education.

When posed the question asto how and what hewoul d proposeto changeto accomplish
someof thesegoas, Mr. Calan noted that, whilethe current structure hasbeen successful
inthe past, what now existsno longer respondsto current needs. Current structures—
organizationsand financing—don’ t enhance responsiveness and limit moreimaginative
walysto respond to student and public needs.

Presenter Roman Stearns, Specid Assistant to the Director of Admissions, Officeof the
President, University of California, provided abrief background asto hisinterestinthis
subject emanating from hiswork in theadmissionsareafor the University of Caifornia

Mr. Stearns noted:

*

Perception through the yearsthat courses are either academic or career-oriented is
not accurate and while some courses are more academic or vocational than others,
high school coursesaremore acontinuum than adichotomy. Essentidly, most courses
fal somewhereinthe“middle’.

Cdliforniahigh schoolstend to track studentsinto either college preparatory or
vocationd paths.

All students graduating from high school should be prepared for both college and
careers.

TheUniversity of Cdiforniahasbeenworking with school sto design career-technica
education academicdly rigorouscurriculumto meet theUniversity’ sand the Cdifornia
State University “a-g” subject arearequirements. Examples. awoodshop course
designed to teach geometry; an auto mechanics curriculum designed to be an
appropriate laboratory environment to teach physics; and anutrition classto provide
the context for teaching biochemistry.
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+ Therearestructurd barriersand differencesthat present obstaclesto achieving more
career/technical courses, such as(1) course offeringsare held in different facilities
and (2) standards, credentialing process and assessment differ for teachersinthe
twoaress. Thesebarriersmust first be overcometo achievethegod to smultaneocudy
prepare high school graduatesfor the optionsto pursue postsecondary education
and career training.

Mr. Stearns noted the need for the State to assessif the balance of rolesplayed by the
three public postsecondary segmentsis adequate to address California’ sworkforce
needs. He closed by stating that CPEC might want to conduct a study to determine
current/future needsin variousindustry sectors and compare those needsto the number
of students completing majors/programs in those areas to determine if workforce
preparation needsin Californiaare aligned with students currently enrolled inmajors/
programs.

BarbaraNemko, Deputy Superintendent, Napa School Didtrict, stated that too littleis
being donefor students not preparing for college. Ms. Nemko shared the following
dataand feedback from students and teachers:

+ Counseling servicesand specia programsin high schools are disproportionately
designed for only those studentsidentified as* college-bound”.

+ Thepushtomakeall students* college-bound” often|leaves studentsin genera or
career/vocationd areasfeding that they are”lessthan”.

+ Thirty-one(31) percent of studentsleaving high school can’t belocated in either a
job or school; sixty-three (63) percent are* pushed” to go to college.

+ Ninety (90) percent of al high school students statethat subjectsin school would be
moreinteresting if they were“tiedto areal career”.

+ Thesgnificant number of four-year degree holderswho return to acommunity college
or other “technical skill” program, demonstrating theincongruity with our resource
distribution -- materids, staff, buildings, etc. -- and the current labor market.

+ NapaHigh School of Technology, dthough ill initsinfancy, hasdatato demondrate
how abalanced academic and vocationa program at the secondary level canyielda
sgnificant number of high school graduateswith the skill setstowork inhigher paying
technology fields.

Ms. Nemko extended aninvitation to the Commissionersto visit NapaHigh School of
Technology.

Ms. Nemko concluded her comments by urging the Commission to continuetheimpor-
tant dialogue on workforceissues.

Paul Gussman, Deputy Director, California\Workforce Investment Board, indicated
that heisableto seealarger picture having worked in both K-12 and higher education
for over 25years. Heprovided thefollowing findingsand concernsrelated to workforce

preparation:
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+ Educationistied to workforce preparation and, in turn, workforce preparationis
intringcaly tied to economic devel opment.

¢ Cdiforniaistoo diverseto enact policy writ-large. Asaresult, analysisand policy
should bedriven by “regiona” needs.

+ Assmdl businessesdominate California seconomy, moreemployeeswill berequired
who can think critically and independently.

+ Whilewehavehigher education systemsto provide studentswith “ asecond-chance’,
the goal should beto provide curriculum and programsthat will prepareal students
for studies beyond high school.

+ Current workforce preparation forecasting studies and feedback from businessand
industry stressthat collegeand non-college bound need the same skillsand knowledge.

+ Thechallengeto accomplish thegoal can only be met when educatorsimplement
“different” model sto engage and retain alarger number of high school students.

+ “Apprenticeship” isno longer the adominant workforcetraining route for persons
not completing high schooal, thereby resulting in fewer opportunitiesto learn atrade
and/or skill that will lead to higher paying jobs/profession.

+ Skillsneedsto betransferable, asdemonstrated by closure of entireindustrieswith
employeesunableto transfer skillsto another setting/industry.

After discussion between the Commissioners and the panel, there was general agree-
ment that the subject did require morediscussion and information. Chair Arkatov noted
that therewastheneed to: (1) improve counseling for all students; (2) devel op better
approachesto connect academicsand careersfor al students; (3) collect better dataon
the studentswho do not attend a postsecondary institution after high schoal; (4) recog-
nizethat studentswith degreesreturn to school in order tolearna“skill” and what that
may portend for the way in which our public systems are organized; and (5) work
collaboratively to align standards with skillsto enhance empl oyment opportunitiesfor
those studentswho -- for whatever reason -- e ect towork immediately after graduating
high school.

Senate Bill 655 BruceHamlett, Senior Consultant, Assembly Higher Education Committee, reviewed
SenateBill 655 (Liu) which, asproposed, will place under one authority the activities
and regulatory responsibilities currently assigned to the California Student Aid Com-
mission (CSAC), the Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education (CBPPVE), and
CPEC.

Mr. Hamlett indicated that SB 655 isatwo-year bill which will givethe Committeetime
to receive extended feedback from the organizationscited in the Bill and other interested
parties. When asked about the impedimentsto achieving consolidation, Mr. Haml ett
stated hisintent to meet with various congtituenciesand interested groupsand focus soldly
onthe"merits’ of the proposal—what isin the best interest of the State and students.
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Heindicated that he recognized theinevitableterritoridity that might ensue, but felt that
those thingswould be worked out once asolid plan and timetable were put into place.
Mr. Hamlett advised the Commissioners of ahearing on April 22 to provide an oppor-
tunity the organi zationsand other interested partiesto provide commentsand testimony
onthe proposed bill.

Commissionreview
of aproposal by
CaliforniaState

University,
Bakersfield to
establish the
CSUB Antelope
Valley Educational
Center

Chair Arkatov called on Mr. Stacy Wilson from the Commission staff to present this
report. Mr. Wilson provided background on the proposal. Mr. Wilson noted that
CdiforniaState University, Bakersfield (CSUB) has operated this of f-campus center
on the campus of Antelope Valley Community Collegesince 1996. He stated that the
center currently servesthe growing populations of northern Los Angelesand southern
Kern Counties. Mr. Wilson noted that the center has experienced largeincreasesin
enrollmentsin recent years.

Mr. Wilson stated that the proposal acknowledgesthefact that this off-campus center
isinterimin nature and that within the next ten yearsthe center will outgrow itscurrent
space and will need to relocate to another site somewhereinthevicinity. Further, he
noted that sincethere are certain requirementsfor Commission review that CSUB has
yet to complete, the Commission has utilized amodified processto review thispro-
posal. Mr. Wilson continued that he had carefully reviewed the proposal and agreed
with the need for the center. He noted that since the need for this center was evident
and compdling, but that the proposdl il lacks somerequired information, two condi-
tionswould be attached to his staff recommendation for approval:

¢ The Department of Finance must approve the enrollment demand projections
contained inthe CSUB Antelope Valley Educational Center proposa; and

+ When an dternate permanent sitefor the center isidentified, CSUB must conduct a
new “Needs Study” and submit it to the Commission for review and approva, asis
the casefor the current proposal.

With those conditions, Mr. Wilson recommended that the Commission approvethe
establishment of the Antelope Valley Educational Center as a State-approved educa
tion center.

Mr. James George, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairsat CSU Bakers-
field, then spokein support of the center. He provided some history on the center and
said that representativesfrom the surrounding citiesof Lancaster and PAlmdale were
providing support to the Center.

Commissioners Arkatov and Welinsky asked questions about the service areaand fu-
ture plansfor apermanent sitefor the Antelope Valley Center. Mr. George described
the demographicsof the areaand stated that the population in the service areais grow-
ing. Hesaid CSU Bakersfield had been working with representativesfrom Antelope
Valey Community College and that the college had agreed to provide the center addi-
tiona spacewhilethe center considersapermanent site.
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Commissioners Pesqueiraand Shetkaspokein support of the proposed Antelope Val-
ley Center, noting that it will improve accessto underserved studentsand better facilitate
thetransfer of community college studentsto the CSU.

Chair Arkatov called for amotion on theitem and on amotion to approve by Commis-
sioner Pesqueira, seconded by Commissioner Chandler, the Commission approved the
establishment of the Antel ope Valley Educational Center asa State-approved educa-
tion center of CSU Bakersfield.

Legislative Chair Arkatov caled on Ms. Marge Chisholm from the Commission staff to present this
Update, April 2003 report. Ms. Chisholm provided background on theitem, directing Commissionersto
thematrix of legidationin thereport that the Commissionisfollowing during the current
legidative sesson. Shenoted that the Commission’ sGovernmenta Relations Commit-
tee had met on March 11, 2003, to discuss proposed legislation and had approved

Commission positionson legidation of interest, ascontained in thereport.

Commissioners Pesqueiraand Johnson expressed concern about aprovisionin Assem-
bly Bill 550 (Diaz) that requiresthe systemsto obtain the approval of student groupsin
setting student feelevels. Commissioner Washington noted that the bill ismostly based
on the Commission’ srecently adopted report on long-term student fee policiesfor the
CdiforniaState University and the University of Caifornia. Commissioner Washington
and Mss. Chisholm suggested that the Commission changeits position on AB 550 from
“Support in Concept” to“Watch” and work with theauthor ontheprovisionin question.

Commissioner Johnsoninquired about AB 655 (Liu). Director Moore responded that
the Governmental Relations Committees of the Postsecondary Education Commission
and the Student Aid Commission would be meeting to discussthishill.

Ms. Chisholm then briefly summarized provisionsof AB 680, aso by Assemblywoman
Liu, that dealswith student feelevelsin the CaliforniaCommunity Colleges. Commis-
sioner Washington suggested that the Commission takea*Watch” position onthishill.

With thoserevisonstothereport, Chair Arkatov called for amotion ontheitemand on
amotionto approve by Commissioner Chandler, seconded by Commissioner Arkatov,
the Commission approved the Committee’ srecommended positionsonthelegidation.

Facultysalaries Chair Arkatov called on staff member Mr. Murray Haberman to present thisreport.
at California’'s  Mr. Haberman provided background on theitem, noting that it wasfirst presented tothe
publicuniversities, Commission at its February meeting for information and was now beforethem asan
2003-04 actionitem. Mr. Haberman said that information had now beenreceived for al twenty
comparisonsingitutionsfor the CaliforniaState University and all eight comparisonin-
dtitutionsfor theUniversity of Cdifornia. He said thet the projected faculty salary parity
numbers had changed only fractionally for each system with these complete datafrom

what had been reported earlier.

Mr. Haberman said that for the upcoming 2003-04 fiscal year, the projected faculty
saary parity lag for the CdiforniaState University was 11.6% and for the University of
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Cdliforniathe projected |ag was 8.8 percent and that the current year (2002-03) lag for
the California State University was 7.7% and for the University of Californiait was
9.1%.

Commissioner Pesqueiraspoke about the State University’ sfaculty salary comparison
institutions and methodology and said that it was hisview that thelist of ingtitutions
needed to be changed to includeingtitutionsthat better reflected the State University’s
mission. Hesaid that the current list includes universitiesthat arenot smilar tothe State
University and, thus, thiscomparison methodology always makes State University fac-
ulty salariesappear low.

Mr. Haberman replied that the Commission hasthe power to reconvene theworkgroup
that assstsin making revisionsto thefaculty salary methodology. Henoted that sucha
project would be amajor undertaking and, based upon thelast few timesthe method-
ology had been studied and changed, thiswould be very labor intensive for the Com-
misson.

Chair Arkatov cdled for amotion on theitem and on amotion to approve by Commis-
sioner Welinsky, seconded by Commissioner Chandler, the Commission approved for
find tranamittd of theannual report on faculty.

Commissionreview
of aproposal by
the State Center
Community
CollegeDistrict to
establish the
Willow-
International
Educational Center

Chair Arkatov called on Mr. Stacy Wilson from the Commission staff to present this
report. Mr. Wilson provided background on the proposed Willow-Internationa Edu-
cational Center, noting that theitem had been presented to the Commission for informa-
tion at its February 2003 meeting. He stated that the State Center Community College
District had responded to the preliminary questionsraised by the Commissionersand
staff and that the item reflected thisadditional information. With these changes, Mr.
Wilson recommended Commission approval of the proposal.

Mr. Terry Kershaw, Interim Vice-Chancellor for Education Servicesat the State Cen-
ter District, spoke briefly in support of the center. In responseto aquestion by Com-
missioner Pesqueira, he noted that the proposal meetsall gpplicable environmenta regu-
letions

Commissioner Johnson complimented the center’ svocationa education offeringsand
asked about the extent towhich it will include general education offerings.

Mr. Kershaw responded that most of the students attending the center weretransfer-
bound and that the center planned to maintain itsfocus on transfer and add occupational
programs.

Chair Arkatov cdled for amotion on theitem and on amotion to approve by Commis-
sioner Singh, seconded by Commissioner Washington, the Commission approved the
establishment of the Willow-International Educational Center asa State-gpproved cen-
ter of the State Center Community College District.
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A regional study of
under graduate
enrollment demand
andinstitutional
capacity at the
University of
California

Chair Arkatov called on Mr. Stacy Wilson from the Commission staff to present this
report. Mr. Wilson provided background on the study and presented updated enroll-
ment projectionsfor the University of Californiathrough theyear 2010. He noted that
Commission gtaff had presented similar enrollment demand and capacity Sudiesto the
Commission for the CaliforniaCommunity Collegeand the CdliforniaState University.
Mr. Wilson said that Commission staff next wantsto examine enrollment demand and
capacity at the State’ sindependent ingtitutions. He concluded by noting that the enrol |-
ment model that was created to facilitate thiswork can be used to support long-range
enrollment planning.

Commissioner Welinsky referred to Display 1 in thereport and asked Mr. Wilson if
these new datareplace the Commission’ searlier projection of 714,000 additional stu-
dents between 1998 and 2010. Mr. Wilson replied that these new projections do
replacethe earlier onesand that Commission staff will publish areport finalizing these
new enrollment projectionsin June.

Chair Arkatov made a motion to approve the report, seconded by Commissioner
Wdinsky, and the Commission approved the Regiona Study of Undergraduate Enroll-
ment Demand and Ingtitutiona Capacity at the University of California

Commission
recommendations
concerning
alternative
deliveryoptions
for the State’'sCal
Grant Program

Chair Arkatov caled on Mr. Karl Engelbach from the Commission staff to present this
report. Mr. Engelbach provided background on the report, noting that the item had
been presented to the Commission at its February 2003 meeting. Mr. Engelbach noted
that theitem had been changed to include suggestions made by the Commission at the
prior meeting and that adraft of thefinal item had been sent to the Legidaturein Febru-
ary to meet the deadlinefor transmitting thisreport.

Mr. Engelbach said that abill introduced by A ssemblywoman Hannah-Beth Jackson
seeksto implement the recommendations of thereport and callsfor the decentralization
of the Cd Grant program, effectivein January 2007.

Chair Arkatov called for amotion on theitem and on amotion to approve by Commis-
sioner Caplan, seconded by Commissioner Washington, the Commission approved for
final transmittal the Commission’ sreport Recommendations Concerning Alternative
Délivery Optionsfor the State' s Cal Grant Program.

Other business

Commissioner Singh said that the June meeting of the Commissionshouldincludeadis
cussion of the State Budget, sincethe Governor’ sMay Revision of the budget will have
been presented to the L egidature by that time.

Adjournment

Therebeing no further business, the Chair called for adjournment of themeeting at 2:35
p.m.
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